Response to Office Action dated 0 1 /1 2/2006 
Application Serial No. 10/684,293 

RESPONSE AND REMARKS 

Rejections Under Section 103(a) 

In the Office Action, Claims 1, 2, 4, 7, 9, 12, 13, 15, 21-26 and 30 were 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Pope (U.S. Patent No. 
6,643,934 B2; " Pope ") in view of Goutfebarge (U.S. Patent No. 5,181,321 ; 
" Gouttebame "). and further in view of Ishida (U.S. Patent No. 4,149,313; " Ishida "). 

Remarks regarding Section 103(a) rejections 

The rejections under Section 103(a) have been carefully considered. Claims 
1 , 2, 12, 13, 22, 24, and 25 have been amended to more distinctly claim the claimed 
invention; dependent Claim 23 has been cancelled; new dependent Claim 33 has 
been added. 

For the reasons given below, it is respectfully submitted that none of the cited 
references, whether considered alone or in combination, disclose, anticipate, teach 
or suggest each of the limitations of each of the Claims, as amended, as required for 
an obviousness rejection under 35 U.S.C. Section 103(a), as those requirements are 
explained in MPEP §§706.020) and MPEP §2143. 

a. ishida 

Ishida discloses an edge tool in which an edge portion is bent and then 
ground and polished. Ishida . Abstract; Ishida . col. 1, line 63 - col. 2, line 15. It is 
respectfully submitted that there is no disclosure in Ishida of hollow-grinding a flat 
side of a beveled blade to produce a small raised flat bevel as recited, for example, 
in independent Claims 12 and 22 of the present application. See also, 
DECLARATION UNDER 37 C.F.R. SECTION 132 BY RICHARD H. MILTNER 
(" Miltner Declaration "). 1|27. 

Further, it is respectfully submitted that there is no disclosure in Ishida of a 
sharp edge being formed at an intersection of a zero-angled, or flat, bevel and an 
angled bevel as recited, for example, in independent Claims 1,12, 22, and 25 of the 
present application. See also. Miltner Declaration . 1T28. As compared to a sharp 
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edge being formed at an intersection of a zero-angled, or flat, bevel and an angled 
bevel, as recited, for example, in independent Claims 1, 12, 22, and 25, it is 
respectfully submitted that the Ishida edge (element 13 in FIGS. 1 , 4 and 5 of Ishida ) 
is shown in Ishida as formed at the intersection of bent portion 8 and "polished 
surfaces 11 and 12." See, Ishida . col. 2, lines 8-15 and Ishida . FIGS. 2-5. 

It is respectfully submitted that bent portion 8 of Ishida does not comprise an 
angled bevel, but rather, is rounded, from bending. See, Ishida . col. 2, lines 8-15 and 
Ishida . FIGS. 2-5. See also Miltner Declaration . fl28. It is respectfully submitted that 
there is a substantial difference in sharpness between a substantially sharper edge 
formed, on the one hand, at an intersection between an angled bevel surface of an 
angled bevel and a flat surface of a raised flat bevel, such as is recited, for example, 
in Claim 1 of the present application, and, on the other hand, a substantially less 
sharp edge formed at an intersection between a flat surface and a rounded, bent 
surface as disclosed in Ishida . See Miltner Declaration . ^[29. 

Yet further, it is respectfully submitted that there is no disclosure in Ishida of a 
spacer, or spacing detent, being provided adjacent to an edge opposite a sharp 
edge as recited, for example, in independent Claims 12, 22, and 25 of the present 
application; see also, dependent Claim 7 of the present application; Miltner 
Declaration . 1f30. 

b. Gouttebarge 

Gouttebarae discloses bending part of a cutting blade blank corresponding to 
a cutting edge so that the bent part is "tilted at a grinding angle relative to the 
longitudinal median plane of the blank." Gouttebarge . Abstract. 

It is respectfully submitted that there is no disclosure in Gouttebarge of a 
hollow-ground flat side of a beveled blade providing a small raised flat bevel as 
recited, for example, in independent Claims 12 and 22 of the present application. 
See also, Miltner Declaration , fl32. 

Further, it is respectfully submitted that there is no disclosure in Gouttebarge 
of a sharp edge being formed at an intersection of a zero-angled, or flat, bevel and 
an angled bevel as recited, for example, in Claim 1 of the present application. 
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Instead, as compared to a zero-angled, or flat, bevel as recited, for example, in 
Claim 1 of the present application, Gouttebarae discloses two angled bevels. See, 
e.g., FIG. 3 of Gouttebarae (showing that the angle "a" of bevel 5 is equal to the 
angle "a" of bevel 6). Yet further, as compared to a zero-angled, or flat, bevel as 
recited, for example, in Claim 1 of the present application. Gouttebarae further 
discloses sharpening angled face 5 by grinding at a sharpening angle. See 
Gouttebarae . col. 2, lines 17-25 ("...final sharpening is performed by grinding the 
part extending from bent part 4a, in other words, by grinding face 5 shown in FIG. 3. 
This grinding, performed at a sharpening angle with a value a equal to the angle of 
inclination of face 6, is preferably performed until apex 7 of the cutting edge is in the 
longitudinal median plane represented by axis x'--x in FIG. 3." (emphasis added)). 
See also, Miltner Declaration . fl33. 

Yet further, it is respectfully submitted that Gouttebarae discloses that the 
sharpening angle of Gouttebarae is an angle greater than zero. See, e.g., 
Gouttebarae . col. 2, lines 12-13 ("The bending angle a is equal to the sharpening 
angle (which in a preferred embodiment has a value of 7.5°)."); see also, 
Gouttebarae . FIG. 3 showing angle "a" for both bevel 6 and bevel 5). Therefore, it 
is respectfully submitted that Gouttebarae does not disclose a raised flat bevel that 
comprises"... a flat surface ... [that] is substantially parallel to the centerline of the 
blade. . ." as recited by Claim 1 . See also, Miltner Declaration , 1J33. 

Further still, for the reasons explained further below, it is respectfully 
submitted that there is no disclosure in Gouttebarae of a spacer, or spacing detent, 
being provided adjacent to an edge opposite a sharp edge, as recited in one way or 
another in some of the Claims of the present application. See, e.g., Claim 7 (reciting 
"a spacing detent disposed on the second blade side at the second edge", where the 
second edge is recited in Claim 1 as "a second edge, wherein said second edge 
opposes the sharp edge, wherein the centerline of the blade extends from the sharp 
edge of the blade to second edge of the blade..."; see also, e.g., Claim 12 (reciting 
"a second edge, wherein the second edge is opposite the sharp edge, and ... a 
second side, wherein the second side is hollow ground, wherein the second side 
comprises an indentation in the second side, [[and]] wherein the second side further 
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comprises the small raised flat bevel, and wherein the second side further comprises 
a raised spacing detent adjacent to the second edge..."). See also, Miltner 
Declaration . 1J34. 

In the Office Action, a portion of blade element 2 depicted in FIG. 1 of 
Gouttebarae is labeled by the Examiner as a "Spacing detent" ( Office Action , page 
3). 

For the reasons explained further below, it is respectfully submitted that there 

is no disclosure in Gouttebarae that indicates that the portion of blade element 2 

labeled in the Office Action by the Examiner as a "Spacing detent," is a "detent." 

The Specification of the present application (the " Specification ") explains that: 

... a spacing detent would be provided at the end of the blade opposing the 
sharp edge of the blade on the hollow ground flat side of the blade. In the 
exemplary raised edge Hollow Flat blade embodiment, the spacing detent 
would have exactly the same height as the small raised flat bevel. 

Specification , p. 8, lines 24-28 (citations to the Specification of the present 
application are to the Specification as originally filed). That is, according to the 
Specification of the present application, the spacing detent is a protrusion, not an 
indentation. See also. Miltner Declaration . 1135. 

For the reasons explained further below, it is respectfully submitted that, as 
compared, to a "detent" as described in the Specification , the portion of blade 
element 2 labeled by the Examiner as a "Spacing detent" is, in Gouttebarae . an 
indentation, not a protrusion with respect to angled bevel 5. That is because 
Gouttebarae discloses that "...bending is preferably performed so that end 4b of part 
4a Is extended beyond the longitudinal median plane of the blank represented in 
FIG. 2 by axis x'-x." Gouttebarae . col. 2, lines 13-16 (emphasis added). In FIG. 3 
of Gouttebarae , angled bevel 5 is depicted as extending beyond blade integral 2. 
The portion of the blade labeled by the Examiner as a "Spacing detent" in FIG. 1 is 
depicted in FIG. 1 as a portion of blade integral 2. It is respectfully submitted that, 
as disclosed in Gouttebarae . angled bevel 5 of Gouttebarae extends beyond blade 
integral 2. It is therefore respectfully submitted that all parts of blade integral 2 
shown in FIG. 1 of Gouttebarae are indented with respect to angled bevel 5. See 
also, Miltner Declaration . Tf36. 
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However, even assuming for the sake of argument that the portion of the 
blade labeled by the Examiner as a "Spacing detent" in FIG. 1 of Gouttebarae is a 
detent, and not an indentation, it is respectfully submitted that the labeled portion is 
adjacent to the sharp edge, not, as recited in one way or another in various Claims 
of the present application, adjacent to the edge opposite the sharp edge. See, e.g., 
Claims 7 and 12 of the present application; see also, Miltner Declaration . 1|37. 

c. Pope 

Pope discloses "a self-sharpening pocket knife ... having abrasive stone 
strips ... and additional means for biasing the strips inward so that as the stone 
wears down there is always enough surface area in contact with the blade to 
sharpen it." Pope . Abstract. 

It is respectfully submitted that there is no disclosure in Pope , and that Pope 
does not anticipate, teach or suggest, hollow-grinding a flat side of a beveled blade 
to produce a small raised flat bevel as recited, for example, in independent Claims 
12 and 22 of the present application. See also, Miltner Declaration , 1|39. 

Further, it is respectfully submitted, for the reasons explained further below, 
that there is no disclosure in Pope of a sharp edge being formed at an intersection of 
a zero-angled, or flat, bevel and an angled bevel as recited, for example, in Claim 1 
of the present application. It is respectfully submitted that the term "biasing" is used 
in Pope to mean slanting. Therefore, it is respectfully submitted that the disclosure 
of Pope of a "means for biasing the strips inward", in combination with elements 26 
as depicted in FIG. 4 of Pope , teaches that Pope does not contemplate, teach or 
suggest that either side of a blade 30 would be flat, or parallel to the centerline of 
blade 30. See also, Miltner Declaration . fl40. 

Still further, for the reasons explained further below, it is respectfully 
submitted that Pope does not disclose, anticipate, teach or suggest "... a ... first 
grinding surface of the sharpening element [that] is parallel to the centerline of the 
blade ..." as recited, for example, in Claim 1 of the present application. Rather, 
Pope discloses "means for biasing said sharpening means into contact with said 
knife" as recited in, e.g., Claim 1 of Pope . As previously mentioned above. Pope 's 
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disclosure of "biasing" the sharpening means, discloses angling the sharpening 
means. See also, Miltner Declaration . 1J41 (citing www.crkt.com/edqie.html (a page 
in the website for knife manufacturer CRKT, advertising a knife named the 
"Edgie™", marked with "U.S. Patent 6,643,934b2" (the U.S. Patent No. for Pope ), 
explaining that "...a... spring sharpener built into the folder frame ... is placed at the 
precise angle to give the ... blade a sharpening stroke as it is closed, and again as it 
is opened..." and cautioning that "[n]ot only do you never need to sharpen the Edgie 
with stones or wheel, but you should not, because it may alter the Edgie's proper 
self-sharpening edge angle") (Emphasis added))). 

In view of the above-cited disclosures of Pope , and the above-mentioned 
explanation of a product marked with the Pope Patent No., it is respectfully 
submitted that, as compared to "... a ... first grinding surface of the sharpening 
element [that] is parallel to the centerline of the blade ..." as recited, for example, in 
Claim 1 of the present application, the sharpening surfaces of Pope form a greater- 
than-zero angle relative to the centerline of a blade presented to the Pope 
sharpener. See also, Miltner Declaration . ^41 . 

Further still, it is respectfully submitted that Pope does not disclose, 

anticipate, teach or suggest "selective grinding" as recited, e.g., in Claim 2 of the 

present application. Rather. Pope discloses that: 

Sharpening means 22 is attached to the inside of housing 20 and positioned 
so that as blade 30 is opened and closed, cutting edge 32 of blade 30 comes 
into contact with sharpening means 22, thereby sharpening cutting edge 32. 

Pope , col. 2, lines 60-64. See also, Miltner Declaration . ^42 (citing 
www.countrvknives.com/store/product.asp?sku=CR6442 (advertising the CRKT 
"Edgie" and explaining that the knife is called the "Edgie™ because it hones its edge 
every time it is opened or closed." (Emphasis added))). 

Yet further, it is respectfully submitted that there is no disclosure in Pope of a 
spacer, or spacing detent, being provided adjacent to an edge opposite a sharp 
edge, as recited in one way or another in, e.g., Claims 7 and 12, of the present 
application. See also. Miltner Declaration . 1143. 
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d. Non-Obviousness in View of Commercial Success of 
Product Embodying Various Claims That Satisfies Long-Felt Need 

It is respectfully asserted that the Miltner Declaration presents 
objective evidence, in accordance with MPEP §716.01 and MPEP §716.04, of a 
long-felt need in terms of a problem of sharpening knives without using separate, 
special, complex and/or bulky equipment. See, e.g., Miltner Declaration , 6; see 
also Miltner Declaration , 7-12. "Evidence rising out of the so-called 'secondary 
considerations' must always when present be considered en route to a 
determination of obviousness." MPEP §71 6.01 (a) (citing Stratoflex t Inc. v. Aeroguip 
Corp. , 713 F.2d 1530, 1538, 218 USPQ 871, 879 (Fed. Cir. 1983)). 

Further to MPEP §71 6.01(b) and MPEP §71 6.03(a), it is respectfully 
submitted that the Miltner Declaration demonstrates that the Miltner Adams MA-1 
folding tactical knife embodies various Claims of the present application. See, e.g., 
Miltner Declaration , fl1 3-1 7. Exhibit A to the Miltner Declaration provides a DVD that 
comprises a brief (approximately 4-minute) video and audio explanation about the 
MA-1 "HollowFlat™" blade, the MA-1 integral sharpener, and instructions for 
sharpening the MA-1 "HollowFlat™" blade using the integral MA-1 sharpener. See 
Miltner Declaration , 17. The Examiner is respectfully requested to view the DVD 
provided as Exhibit A. 1 

Yet further, it is respectfully asserted that the Miltner Declaration presents 
objective evidence, in accordance with MPEP §716.03, of commercial success of 
the Miltner Adams MA-1 folding tactical knife. See, e.g., Miltner Declaration , 1J18- 
22. 

Still further, it is respectfully asserted that the Miltner Declaration presents 
objective evidence, in accordance with MPEP §716.04, that the Miltner Adams MA-1 
folding tactical knife has been recognized by the knife industry as a solution to the 
above-outlined long-felt need and that the commercial success and recognition by 

1 If the DVD is viewed on a standard DVD player, after the DVD is inserted into the DVD player, the "Play" 
button would need to be pressed, or the "Play" command otherwise activated, to start the DVD. If the DVD is 
viewed on a computer, then the means for starting the DVD may depend on the software used to view the DVD. 
The DVD provides an index - the highest level of the index is the "Title"; depending on the software, it may be 
necessary to double click the "Title" in the displayed index in order to expand a list of four "Chapters" and 
initiate playing of the DVD. 
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the knife industry is a result of the claimed invention. See, e.g., Miltner Declaration . 



In view of the above-provided objective evidence of commercial success and 
resolution of a long felt need by a product embodying various Claims of the present 
application, it is respectfully asserted that the Claims of the present application, 
therefore, are not obvious in view of the cited references. 

Conclusion 

In view of the amendments to the Claims, and for the foregoing reasons and 
authorities, it is respectfully submitted that the invention disclosed and claimed in the 
present amended application is not fairly taught by any of the prior art references of 
record, taken either alone or in combination, and that Claims of the present 
application are in condition for allowance. Accordingly, it is respectfully requested 
that the Claims of the present application be reconsidered and allowed. 



HIT 21 -22. 



Respectfully submitted, 



KHORSANDI PATENT LAW GROUP, A L.C 



By_ 





Marilyn R. Khorsandi 
Reg. No. 45,744 
626/796-2856 
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